Introduction
The present work is the result of an attempt to determine the relationships of two characid genera, Nannostomus and PoecUobrycon, to other members of the cypriniform family Characidae. The two genera include about eight known species of small characids found in forest brooks of South America. These species are here assigned to the subtribe Nannostomina. Although the first known species of this group was described in 1872, adequate investigation of morphological evidence for their relationships has never been undertaken. Previous Investigation of Nannostomus, Poecilobrycon, and their relatives led to comparison of two widely divergent characid subfamilies, the Characinae, treated by Weitzman (1962) , and the Lebiasininae, treated here. In addition the Erythrininae, another divergent subfamily of the Characidae, are compared with the Lebiasininae because these two groups of characids often have been thought to belong to a single group. Although the work began as an effort to determine the relationships of Nannostomus and Poecilobrycon, its most important result concerns the relationships of the subfamilies Lebiasininae and Erythrininae.
The morphological data obtained in the present study has resulted in the following classification, the names given below being used throughout this paper ( Steindachner (1876, p. 130) thought Nannostomus should be placed in or near the group Anostomatina^of Giinther (1864, pp. 279, 303 Eigenmann and Eigenmann (1891, p. 49) placed Nannostomus in their subfamily Anostomatinae, which also included Anostomus, Laemolyta, Characidium, Rhytiodus, Leporellus, and Leporinus. Boulenger (1904, p. 576) , following Steindachner 's and Eigenmann 's precedent, placed the genus Nannostomus in the subfamily Anostominae.
Eigenmann (1909b, p. 35-36) placed the genera Nannostomus, Poecilobrycon, and Archicheir (the latter two therein described) in his undefined subfamily Nannostomatinae; however, the name Nannostomatinae first appeared in Eigenmann (1909a) . He also included the genera Characidium and Microcharax in this subfamily. Eigenmann (1910, p. 427) again listed his subfamily Nannostomatinae and, in addition, included the genus Jobertina. Eigenmann may have held the opinion that the members of his subfamily Pyrrhulininae are aUied to Nannostomus and Poecilobrycon for he placed them immediately after his Nannostomatinae. These two subfamilies were separated widely from his Erythrininae. Eigenmann's Anostomatinae (including Leporinus and relatives) immediately preceded his Nannostomatinae. Apparently at that time he thought them related.
Eigenmann (1912, p. Regan (1911, p. 21) placed the genera Nannostomus and Characidium in the Nannostominae and included this subfamily in his family Hemiodontidae. This family consisted only of his Hemidontinae and Nannostominae. Cockerell (1914, p. 98-99) , in a study of characid scales, noted the close resemblance of the scales of Nannostomus and Pyrrhulina and, on this basis alone, found reason to more closely associate Pyrrhulina with Nannostomus than Poecilobrycon with Nannostomus. He also noted the very different structure of the scales of Characidium. I find that the scales of Poecilobrycon and Nannostomus are much alike and, in addition, are very similar to those of Pyrrhulina, Copella, and Copeina. In confirmation of part of CockerelPs work, however, the osteology and scales of CJiaracidium differ quite widely from the osteology and scales of any of the other genera discussed here.
Gregory and Conrad (1938, pp. 324, 344-347) followed Regan (1911) Fowler (1950, pp. 253-263) Gill (1958, pp. 422-428) to have affinities with the Characinae.
Regan (1906, p. 382; 1911, p. 16) Regan (1911) Regan (1912) In any event, its osteology is typically that of the Characinae as defined by Weitzman (1962) . The case of Pogonocharax rehi, a fish described by Regan and presumed by him to be from South America, was reviewed by Myers (1956b, p. 13) ; the fish is not a characid but an Asiatic cyprinid of the genus Esomus.
Gregory and Conrad (1938, pp. 324, 343-344) recognized the subfamily Erythrininae for the inclusion of the Erythrininae and Lebiasininae of Regan (1911) . Superficially, Regan's two subfamilies do look much alike but they are separated by the characters listed below in the classification. Gregory and Conrad (1938, p. Gregory and Conrad (1938, pp. 323-324, 338-344) . These authors followed Regan (1911) in placing Nannostomwi and Poecilobrycon with members of the Hemiodontinae.
Hoedeman (1954b, p. 55 ; 1956a, p. 12) Piton (1938) France (Weitzman, 1960) .
The original evidence presented by Hoedeman (1956a) for his phylogeny was apparently derived from examination of a few representative characid scales. Examination of characid scales of the genera listed in the material section of Weitzman (1962) The ethmoid of Hoplias (Starks, 1926, p. 160, fig. 8) This may best be seen by comparing the illustration in Weitzman (1962, fig. 5 In the Erythrininae the orbital bones have an infraorbital canal imbedded in them. There is no supraorbital; the antorbital contains a canal and is fused with the first infraorbital. This is apparently similar to the situation found in certain cyprinodonts and catfishes (see Weitzman, 1962, pp. 28-31 The gill rakers of members of the Lebiasininae are simple; however, in the Erythrininae the gill rakers are rather complex. The bony cores of those of the upper limb are truncate with small conical "teeth" along their distal margins while those of the lower limb are serially graduated from truncate ones anteriorly to elongate sharppointed laminae of bone posteriorly. The dorsal edges of these laminae bear small conic "teeth" while the anterior truncated gill rakers have "teeth" along their distal borders.
Weberian APPARATUS (fig. 9 ). -The Weberian apparatus of the Lebiasininae and Erythrininae is, in all major respects, like that of the genus Brycon and the Characinae, differing only in a few aspects of shape and in the proportions of some of the parts. The tripus of Poecilobrycon harrisoni is slightly different in shape from that of Brycon meeki but still retains the basic characid structure. Its dorsal proximal portion is placed slightly higher and more anterior on the body of the third vertebra. In some specimens of the Nannostomina examined there are small contingencies of bone across the joint between the neural pedicel and the neural complex.
Pectoral girdle (fig. 10 ). -The pectoral girdle of Poecilobrycon harrisoni is much like that of the Characinae, having a large medial coracoid lamina. The main body of the cleithrum, like that of the Characinae, is a sickle-shaped lamella; however, the large foramen between the coracoid and the cleithrum, so typical of the Characinae, is absent or at best only a slight opening. The supracleithrum lacks a sensory canal in all members of the Nannostomina and the posttemporal is not forked, the lower spinous process found in the Characinae being absent. The relationships of the postcleithrum, mesocoracoid, and scapula are not markedly different from those of the Characinae.
In the Pyrrhulinina, sensory canals are lacking in the post-temporal and supracleithrum, and the post-temporal is not forked. Eigenmann, 1910 Pyrrhulinini Eigenmann, 1910 TRIBE lEBIASININI EIGENMANN, 1910 Noraenclatural note: Eigenmann (1910) was the first to base a family group name, Lebiasininae, on the genus Lebiasina. Hoedeman (1950b) Piabucina Valenciennes (1849) , with six or seven species.
Remarks: Lebiasina has been separated from Piabucina by the absence of an adipose fin in the former and its presence in the latter. This is apparently a poor character in these fishes, for, as Eigenmann (1923, p. TRIBE PYRRHULININI EIGENMANN, 1910 Nomenclatural note: Eigenmann (1910) was the first to base a family group name, Pyrrhulininae, on the genus Pyrrlndina. Hoedeman (1954a) (1906) , with two or three species Copella Myers (1956a) , with four or five species SUBTRIBE NANNOSTOMINA EIGENMANN, 1909 Nomenclatural note: Eigenmann (1909a) was the first to base a family group name, Nannostomatinae, on the genus Nannostomus.
The proper spelUng of this family group name should have been Nannostominae (Miller, 1897, p. 132 (Hubbs, 1919) . In all probability, the presence of five branchiostegal rays in the Erythrininae is relatively primitive for characids. The absence of the supraorbital in both the Erythrininae and the Lebiasininae probably is specialized and I suspect that this is also true for the morphology of the antorbital in the Erythrininae. Dental plates and teeth associated with the palatine, ectopterygoid, and mesopterygoid in the Erythrininae is probably a primitive feature in these fishes. The unique absence of a connection between the dermopterotic and supraorbital laterosensory canals in the Erythrininae probably is specialized. Whether the articulation between the sphenotic and frontal in the Erythrininae is primitive or specialized cannot be said. It would seem that the pectoral girdle of the Erythrininae is rather specialized because the interosseus space, usually present in teleosts and other subfamihes of characids (Starks, 1930, p. 90) 
